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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 

earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). / 

Status 

1 )|3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 07 March 2000 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)l3 This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quay/e, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) 3 Claim(s) MQ is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 1-10 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 13 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 13 The drawing(s) filed on 07 March 2000 is/are: a)D accepted or b)3 objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§119 and 120 

12) 13 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)l3 Ali b)D Some*c)D None of: 

1 .3 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

13) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(e) (to a provisional application) 

since a specific reference was included in the first sentence of the specification or in an Application Data Sheet. 
37 CFR 1.78. 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

14) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121 since a specific 

reference was included in the first sentence of the specification or in an Application Data Sheet. 37 CFR 1.78. 

Attachment(s) 

1)3 Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) Q Interview Summary (PTO-4 13) Paper No(s) 



2) |3 Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 

3) I3 Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Paper No(s)5!£yP 6) □ Other: 

I Hll-cQ _ 



Office Action Summary Part of Paper No. 12062003 



Application/Control Number: 09/521 ,107 Pa 9 e 2 

Art Unit: 2857 

1 . The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show 
every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the method for 
quantitative estimation of the reliability of a technical system must be shown (i.e. such 
as in a flow chart) or the feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). No new matter should 
be entered. 

A proposed drawing correction or corrected drawings are required in reply to the 
Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. The objection to the drawings 
will not be held in abeyance. 

2. The Applicant is respectfully requested to submit in response to this Office Action 
a mm piPtR listing of claims in accordance with 37 C.F.R. 1 .121 as well as to re-submit 
all the specification, embodiments and abst r act amendments made in the supplemental 
preliminary amendment filed 7-31-00 in accordance with the current 37 C.F.R. 1 .121 
rules. This is because of the new image file wrapper system in which papers need to be 
scanned in and problems encountered in having amendments filed under the 37 C.F.R. 
1 .121 rules that existed previously, at the time of filing of the preliminary amendments, 
entered into the application . 

3. The Abstract is objected to because it is greater than 1 50 words in length and 
contains purported merits (i.e. "..which is useful, in particular, for complex systems with 
a multiplicity of components", "The method is suitable, in particular,..."). In addition, in 
several locations of the Abstract there are reference numerals in parentheses which are 
not necessary and should be deleted. Appropriate correction is required. 
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4. The information disclosure statement filed 5-1 8-00 and 9-12-00 fails to comply 
with 37 CFR 1 .98(a)(3) because it does not include a concise explanation of the 
relevance, as it is presently understood by the individual designated in 37 CFR 1 .56(c) 
most knowledgeable about the content of the information, of each reference listed that 
is not in the English language. Because of the above, the foreign language patent 
documents as well as a couple of the foreign language non-patent literature documents 
could not be considered. 

5. The listing of references in the specification (see page 5 of the specification) is 
not a proper information disclosure statement. 37 CFR 1 .98(b) requires a list of all 
patents, publications, or other information submitted for consideration by the Office, and 
MPEP § 609 A(1) states, "the list may not be incorporated into the specification but 
must be submitted in a separate paper." Therefore, unless the references have been 
cited by the examiner on form PTO-892, they have not been considered. 

6. Page 6, line 1 , contains in both brackets and parentheses " . . . " however exactly 
what does the represent ? Appropriate explanation and correction is required. 

7. One of the amendments to the specification adds the heading "2. Description of 
the Related Art" to page 1 of the specification" however there was no heading before 
this heading in the specification numbered as "1 ." Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 



8. 



The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 
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The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

9. Claims 1-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

The preamble of claim 1 states "A method for quantitative estimation of the 
reliability of a technical system..." the claim though ends with "calculating a first limiting 
probability distribution... second limiting probability distribution..." without clearly stating 
what is the quantitative estimation of the reliability. Claim 1 , line 7, states "determining 
first fault rates by statistical random samples" however there is a lack of connection 
between this step and the steps which follow this as in the steps which follow there is no 
clear reference to the first fault rates. Claim 1 , line 10, cites "..an upper and a lower 
estimate being specified in each case.." however is this referring to each case of a 
second fault rate being estimated ? Claim 2, line 3, cites "a mean, in particular a most 
probable, value" which creates plural ranges, that is we have a generic limitation ("a 
mean") followed by a narrower limitation ("in particular a most probable, value") which is 
exemplary language that creates ambiguity in the claim. This same type of problem also 
occurs in claim 5, step b, with respect to "in particular...", claim 7, step b, with respect to 
"in particular..." and claim 8, step b, with respect to "in particular". Claim 2, lines 6-7, 
cite "a mean probability distribution is calculated with the mean values" which does not 
particularly point out exactly what is this a mean probability distribution of. Claim 3, line 
4, cites "first fault rates" which is ambiguous as to whether or not this is referring to the 
same first fault rates cited in claim 1 . Claim 3, lines 4-5, cite "... .and distribution 
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functions are assumed.." but distribution functions representing what is being referred to 
here ? Claim 3, lines 6-7, cite "the associated distribution function" however is this 
associated with a first fault rate ? Claim 4, step a, cites "..each first type of fault" which 
lacks clear antecedent basis. 

Claim 5, step a, cites "....with the nominal, minimum and maximum expectation 
values" is it "...with the nominal, minimum and maximum expectation values 
respectively" that was intended here ? Claim 6, lines 2-3, cite "...third types of faults..." 
which is confusing because there was not first and second types of faults referred to 
before this. Claim 7, step a, cites "..third fault rates.." however there is no antecedent 
basis in claim 1 for this. In several locations of step a of claim 7 the phrase "if 
appropriate" is used however the claim does not particularly point out the conditions that 
make if appropriate to do what is cited. This same type of problem also occurs in claim 
9, step c and claim 10, step b. In claim 7, step a, as well as in the preamble and step a 
of claim 9 are reference numerals which should be deleted. Claim 7, step a, cites "mean 
estimates of the second fault rates" which lacks antecedent basis. Claim 7, step b, cites 
"the time interval" however the actual antecedent basis is "prescribable time interval". 
The last line of claim 7 refers to "the probability distributions" however exactly which 
probability distributions are being referred to here ? Claim 8, step a, cites "the random 
variable characterizing the reliability is a susceptibility to faults, a downtime, costs of 
standstill, repair and maintenance, or variables derived therefrom" however did the 
Applicant intend to claim here that the random variable can be either a susceptibility to 
faults or a downtime or costs of standstill or repair and maintenance, or variables 
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derived therefrom ? Claim 8, step b, cites "the fault rates" however is this referring to 
both the first and second fault rates ? Claim 9 cites "The application of the method in 
accordance with claim 1 ..." which as written is confusing because claim 1 is already a 
method claim which contains steps which can be applied or used for the purpose of the 
quantitative estimation of the reliability of a technical system as stated in the preamble 
of claim 1 . This same type of problem also occurs in the preamble of claim 10. In the 
preamble of claim 9 the abbreviations "FMEA" and "FMECA" have not been defined. 
Claim 9, line 3, cites "or tables (4) derived therefrom" however is this referring to tables 
derived from either the FMEA tables or FMECA tables ? Claim 9, step a, cites "first, 
second and third fault rates are distinguished in the tables (4)" however are the first and 
second fault rates being referred to here the same first and second fault rates already 
cited in claim 1 ? In addition, the preamble of claim 9 states "in conjunction with FMEA 
tables, FMECA tables or tables (4)" however step a just refers to the tables (4) and not 
the other two types of tables. Claim 9, step b, cites "first fault rates" however is this the 
same first fault rates of claim 1 ? Claim 9, step c, cites "second fault rates" however is 
this the same second fault rates already referred to in claim 1 ? Claim 9, step d, cites 
"third fault rates" however is this the same third fault rates already referred to in claim 9, 
step a ? Claim 1 0, step a, cites "the first and third types of fault" which lacks clear 
antecedent basis. 

10. The following references are cited as being art of general interest: Draber which 
discloses a method for determining reliability characteristics for a technical installation, 
McMann et al. which disclose a reliability model generator, Barnard et al. which disclose 
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failure mode and effects analysis, Searles et al. which disclose predictive diagnosing of 
system reliability problems and Smyth which discloses probability estimates of failure 
states in dynamic systems. 

11. No claims are allowed. 

1 2. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hal D Wachsman whose telephone number is 703-305- 
9788. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday 7:00 A.M. to 4:30 
P.M.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Marc Hoff can be reached on 703-308-1 677. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-308- 
0956. 




''4, 

Hal D Wachsman' 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2857 
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December 6, 2003 



